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ABSTRACT
Data inconsistency and bias are inevitable among different facial
expression recognition (FER) datasets due to subjective annotating
process and different collecting conditions. Recent works resort
to adversarial mechanisms that learn domain-invariant features
to mitigate domain shift. However, most of these works focus on
holistic feature adaptation, and they ignore local features that are
more transferable across different datasets. Moreover, local fea-
tures carry more detailed and discriminative content for expression
recognition, and thus integrating local features may enable fine-
grained adaptation. In this work, we propose a novel Adversarial
Graph Representation Adaptation (AGRA) framework that unifies
graph representation propagation with adversarial learning for
cross-domain holistic-local feature co-adaptation. To achieve this,
we first build a graph to correlate holistic and local regions within
each domain and another graph to correlate these regions across
different domains. Then, we learn the per-class statistical distri-
bution of each domain and extract holistic-local features from the
input image to initialize the corresponding graph nodes. Finally,
we introduce two stacked graph convolution networks to prop-
agate holistic-local feature within each domain to explore their
interaction and across different domains for holistic-local feature
co-adaptation. In this way, the AGRA framework can adaptively
learn fine-grained domain-invariant features and thus facilitate
cross-domain expression recognition. We conduct extensive and
fair experiments on several popular benchmarks and show that the
proposed AGRA framework achieves superior performance over
previous state-of-the-art methods.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Facial expressions carry human emotional states and intentions.
Thus, automatically recognizing facial expressions helps under-
stand human behaviors, which benefits a wide range of applica-
tions ranging from human-computer interaction [11] to medicine
[10] and security monitoring [7, 36]. During the last decade, lots
of efforts are dedicated to collect variant FER datasets, including
lab-controlled (e.g., CK+ [30], JAFFE [31], MMI [38], Oulu-CASIA
[56]) and in-the-wild (e.g., RAF [23, 25], SFEW2.0 [9], ExpW [54],
FER2013 [14]) environments. With these datasets, variant deep
learning models are intensively proposed, progressively facilitating
the FER performance.
However, because human’s understanding of facial expressions
varies with their experiences and living cultures, their annota-
tions are inevitably subjective, leading to obvious domain shifts
across different datasets [24, 51]. In addition, facial images of dif-
ferent datasets are usually collected in different environments (e.g.,
lab-controlled or in-the-wild) and from humans of different races,
which further enlarge this domain shift [22]. Consequently, current
best-performing methods may achieve satisfactory performance
in within-dataset protocols, but they suffer from dramatic perfor-
mance deterioration in cross-dataset settings [51]. To mitigate the
domain shift, recent works [13, 29, 37, 40] introduce adversarial
learning mechanisms that aim to learn domain-invariant features,
and some researchers also adapt these mechanisms to cross-domain
FER [41, 44]. Despite achieving acknowledged progress, theseworks
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Figure 1: Illustration of feature distribution learned by the
baseline adversarial learning [37] method that merely uses
holistic features (left) and our proposed AGRA framework.
It is obvious that the AGRA framework can better gather the
samples of the same category and fromdifferent domains to-
gether, suggesting it can learn more discriminative domain-
invariant features for cross-domain FER.
focus on extracting holistic features for domain adaptation, and they
ignore local features that benefit cross-domain FER from the two
aspects: i) Local regions carry discriminative features that are more
transferable across different datasets. For example, the lip-corner-
puller action is discriminative to distinguish happy expression and
it is similar for samples of different datasets. ii) Local regions encode
more detailed and complementary features to holistic features. Mod-
eling the correlation of holistic-local features within each domain
and across different domains may enable finer-grained adaptation
and thus facilitate cross-domain FER.
In this work, we show that the correlation of holistic-local fea-
tures within each domain and across the source and target domains
can be explicitly represented by structured graphs, and their in-
terplay and adaptation can be captured by adaptive message prop-
agation through the graphs. To achieve this, we develop a novel
Adversarial Graph Representation Adaptation (AGRA) framework,
which integrates graph representation propagation with adver-
sarial learning mechanism for cross-domain holistic-local feature
interplay and co-adaptation. Specifically, we first extract several
discriminative local regions based on facial landmarks (e.g., eyes,
nose, mouth corner, etc.) [27, 52] and build two graphs to correlate
holistic image and local regions within each domain and across
different domains, respectively. Given an input image from one do-
main, we extract features of the holistic image and the local regions
to initialize the corresponding nodes of this domain. The nodes
of the other domain are initialized by the corresponding per-class
learnable statistical feature distributions. Then, we introduce two
stacked graph convolution networks to propagate node messages
within each domain to explore holistic-local features interaction
and across the two different domains to enable holistic-local feature
co-adaptation. In this way, it can progressively mitigate the shift of
the holistic-local features between the source and target domains,
enabling learning discriminative and domain-invariant features
to facilitate cross-domain FER. Figure 1 shows the feature distri-
butions learned by the baseline adversarial learning [37] method
that merely uses holistic features for domain adaption and our pro-
posed AGRA framework. It shows that our framework can better
gather the features of samples that belong to the same category
and are taken from different domains together, suggesting that it
can better learn domain-invariant features while improving their
discriminative ability.
In summary, the contributions of this work are three-fold. First,
we propose to integrate graph representation propagation with
the adversarial learning mechanism for holistic-local feature co-
adaptation across different domains. It enables learning more dis-
criminative and domain-invariant features for cross-domain FER.
Second, we develop a class-aware two-stage updating mechanism to
iteratively learn the statistical feature distribution of each domain
for graph node initialization. It plays a key role to mitigate domain
shift that facilitates learning domain-invariant features. Finally, we
conduct extensive and fair experiments on public benchmarks to
demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed framework. When
using the same ResNet-50 as the backbone and the same RAF-DB
[23] as the source dataset, the proposed framework improves the
accuracy averaging over the CK+ [30], JAFFE [31], FER2013 [14],
SFEW2.0 [9], and ExpW [55] datasets by 4.02% compared with the
previous best-performing works. The codes and trained models are
available at http://github.com.
2 RELATEDWORKS
In this section, we mainly review two stream of most-related works,
i.e., cross-domain FER and adversarial domain adaptation.
2.1 Cross-Domain FER
Due to the subjective annotation and collection inconsistency, the
distribution divergences inevitably exist among different cross-
domain FER datasets. To deal with this issue, a series of works
[6, 24, 33, 35, 47–49, 58–60] are dedicated to cross-domain FER. For
example, Yan et al. [47] propose a subspace learning method that
transfer the knowledge obtained from the source dataset to the
target dataset. However, this method still requires some annotated
samples from the target dataset, which is unexpected in unsuper-
vised scenarios. To facilitate cross-domain FER in an unsupervised
manner, Zheng et al. [58] further design a transductive transfer
subspace learning method that combines the labeled source data
and unlabeled auxiliary target data to jointly learn a discriminative
subspace for cross-pose and cross-database FER. Different from
these two works, Zong et al. [60] address this task by re-generating
source and target samples that share the same or similar feature dis-
tribution. Wang et al. [41] further introduce generative adversarial
networks [13] to generate samples of the target domain to fine-tune
the model. More recently, Li et al. [24] observes that conditional
probability distributions between source and target datasets are
different. And they develop a deep emotion-conditional adaption
network that simultaneously considers conditional distribution bias
and expression class imbalance problem in cross-domain FER. In
this work, we devise a new framework that integrates graph propa-
gate networks with adversarial learning mechanisms for adaptive
holistic-local feature co-adaptation, which learns fine-grained and
domain-invariant features to facilitate cross-domain FER.
2.2 Adversarial Domain Adaptation
Domain discrepancies commonly exist across different datasets, and
variant domain adaptation methods [29, 37, 46] are intensively pro-
posed to learn domain-invariant feature thus that classier/predictor
learned using the source datasets can be generalized to the target
test datasets. Motivated by the generative adversarial networks
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Figure 2: An illustration of the proposed Adversarial Graph Representation Adaptation framework. The framework builds
two graphs to correlate holistic-local features within each domain and cross different domains respectively, initializes the
graph nodes with input image features of a certain domain and the learnable statistical distribution of the other domain, and
introduces two stacked GCNs to propagate node information within each domain and transfer node messages across different
domains for holistic-local feature co-adaptation. Note that the nodes in the intra-domain and inter-domain graphs are the
same, and we arrange them in different layouts for more clear connection illustration.
[13] that aims to generate samples that are indistinguishable from
the real samples, recent domain adaptation works [29, 37] also re-
sort to adversarial learning to mitigate domain shift. Specifically, it
involves a two-player game, in which a feature extractor aims to
learn transferable domain-invariant features while a domain dis-
criminator struggles to distinguish samples from the source domain
from those from the target domain. As a pioneer work, Tzeng et
al. [37] propose a generalized adversarial adaptation framework by
combining discriminative modeling, untied weight sharing, and an
adversarial loss. Long et al. further design a conditional adversarial
domain adaptation method that further introduces two strategies of
multi-linear conditioning and entropy conditioning to improve the
discriminability and controls the uncertainty of classifier. Despite
achieving impressive progress for cross-domain general image clas-
sification, these methods [29, 37] mainly focus on holistic features
for adaptation and ignore local content that carries more transfer-
able and discriminative features. Different from these works, we
introduce graph propagation networks to capture the interplay of
holistic-local features with each domain and across different do-
mains, and integrate it with adversarial learning mechanisms to
enable holistic-local feature co-adaptation.
The proposed framework is also related to some works [1–5, 42,
43] that adapts graph neural networks [19, 26] for visual interaction
learning and reasoning. These works propose to explicitly model
label dependencies in the form of graphs and adopt the graph
to guide feature interaction learning. Inspired by these works, we
further extend the graph to model within-domain and cross-domain
holistic-local feature interactions that enables fine-grained feature
adaption.
3 AGRA FRAMEWORK
3.1 Overview
We first introduce the cross-domain FER task, in which a source
domain dataset Ds = {(xsi ,ysi )}nsi=1 and a target domain dataset
Dt = {(xti )}ntj=1 are provided. The two datasets are sampled from
two different distributions ps (X ,Y ) and pt (X ,Y ), respectively. Each
sample from the source data xsi has a label y
s
i while the samples
from the target dataset have no label. To address this task, the
proposed AGRA framework builds on the adversarial cross-domain
mechanism that learns domain-invariant features via a two-player
games
min
D
L(F ,G,D) (1)
min
G,F
L(F ,G) − L(F ,G,D) (2)
where
L(F ,G) = − E(x s ,ys )∼Ds ℓ(G(F (xs )),ys )
L(F ,G,D) = − E(x s ,ys )∼Ds log
[
D(F (xs ))]
− Ex t∼Dt log
[
1 − D(F (xt ))] (3)
Here, F is the feature extractor; G is the classifier; D is the domain
discriminator. As suggested in the above two objectives, the domain
discriminator aims to distinguish the samples of the source domain
from those of the target domain. In this way, it can gradually di-
minish the domain shift and learn domain-invariant image features
that are transferable across both source and target domains. And
thus the classifier trained with merely the labeled samples from the
source domain can be used to classify samples from both domains.
Plenty of works applied the above adversarial mechanism to
domain adaptation task, but they mainly extract holistic features
for domain adaptation and usually ignore local patterns that are
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more transferable and discriminative. With regard to the cross-
domain FER task, these local features are more essential as this
task requires a fine-grained and detailed understanding of the face
images. To address these issues, we propose to integrate graph
propagation networks with adversarial learning mechanisms to
learn fine-grained and domain-invariant features. To this end, we
extract several discriminative regions based on facial landmarks,
and build an intra-domain graph to correlate holistic-local regions
within each domain and an inter-domain graph to correlate these re-
gions across different domains. We develop a class-aware two-stage
updating mechanism to iteratively learn per-class statistical fea-
ture distribution for both holistic-local regions from both domains.
Given an input image from one domain, we extract holistic-local
features from corresponding regions to initialize graph nodes of
this domain and apply the statistical feature distribution to initialize
graph nodes of the other domain. Finally, we apply two stacked
GCNs to propagate messages through the intra-domain graph to
explore holistic-local feature interactions and transfer information
across the inter-graph to enable holistic-local co-adaptation. An
overall pipeline of the proposed AGRA framework is illustrated in
Figure 2.
3.2 Graph Construction
In this part, we introduce the constructions of the intra-domain
and inter-domain graphs. As suggested in previous works, local
regions around some specified landmarks play essential roles for ex-
pression recognition. Thus, we extract the holistic face and further
crop five local regions centered on left eye (le), right eye (re), nose
(no), left mouth corner (lm), right mouth corner (rm). We then build
the two graphs Gintra = (V,Aintra ) and Ginter = (V,Ainter ).
V = {vsh ,vsle ,vsre ,vsno ,vslm ,vsrm ,vth ,vtle ,vtr e ,vtno ,vtlm ,vtrm } is the
node set denoting the holistic image and five local regions of source
and target domains, and it is the same for both the two graphs.
Aintra is the prior intra-domain adjacent matrix denoting the con-
nections among nodes within each domain. It contains two type of
connections, where the first type is global-to-local connection and
and second type is local-to-local connections. Ainter is the prior
inter-domain adjacent matrix denoting the connections between
nodes from the different domains. Similarly, it contains three types
of connections, i.e., global-to-global connection, global-to-local con-
nection, and local-to-local connection. We use different values to
denote different connections.
3.3 Graph Representation Adaptation
Once the two graphs are constructed, message propagations are per-
formed through the intra-domain graph to explore holistic-local fea-
ture interactions with each domain and through the inter-domain
graph to enable holistic-local feature co-adaptation. As suggested
in previous works [19], graph convolutional network (GCN) [19]
can effectively update node features of graph-structured data by
iteratively propagating node massages to the neighborhood nodes.
In this work, we apply two stacked GCNs to propagate messages
through the two graphs, respectively.
As discussed above, the graphs contain nodes of two domains.
Given an input sample of one domain d (d ∈ {s, t}), we extract
the features of corresponding regions to initialize nodes of do-
main d . It is expected that these features can interact with feature
distributions of the other domain, and thus the model can grad-
ually diminish the domain shift. Besides, motivated by previous
work [39], it is essential to integrate class information to enable
finer-grained intra-class interaction and adaptation. To this end,
we estimate the per-class statistical feature distributions of each do-
mains i.e., µ¯sck and µ¯
t
ck where c ∈ {0, 1, . . . ,C − 1} is the class label
and k ∈ {h, le, re,no, lm, rm} is the node type. It is implemented by
a class-aware two-stage updating mechanism as follows.
3.3.1 Class-aware two-stage updating mechanism. Here, we update
the statistical distribution by epoch-level clustering that re-cluster
the samples to obtain the distribution every E epochs and iteration-
level updating that updates the distribution every iteration. Specif-
ically, we first extract features for all samples of both source and
target datasets using the backbone network pre-trained using the
labeled source samples. For each domain, we divide the samples
intoC clusters using the K-means algorithm and compute the mean
values for each cluster to obtain the initial statistical distribution,
formulated as
µ¯sck =
1
nsc
nsc∑
i=1
fk (xsci )
µ¯tck =
1
ntc
ntc∑
j=1
fk (xtci )
(4)
where fk (·) is the feature extractor for region k ; ns/tc is the sample
number of cluster c of domain s/t ; xs/tci is the i-th sample of cluster
c . During training, we further use moving average to iteratively
update these statistical distributions in a fine-grained manner. For
each batch iteration, we compute the distances between each sample
and the distributions of each cluster. These samples are grouped
into the cluster with the smallest distance. Then, we compute the
mean features (i.e., µsck and µ
t
ck ) over samples of the same cluster
and update the statistical distribution by
µ¯sck = (1 − α)µ¯sck + αµsck
µ¯tck = (1 − α)µ¯tck + αµtck
(5)
whereα is a balance parameter, and it is set as 0.1 in our experiments.
To avoid the distribution shift, this process is repeated by E epochs.
Then, we re-cluster the samples to obtain new distributions for
each cluster according to Equation 4. The epoch-level re-clustering
and iteration-level updating are iteratively performed along with
the training process to obtain the final statistical distributions.
3.3.2 Stacked graph convolution networks. As discussed above, we
use two stacked GCNs, in which one GCN propagates messages
through the intra-domain graph to explore holistic-local feature
interactions within each domain and another GCN transfers mes-
sages through the inter-domain GCN to enable holistic-local feature
co-adaptation. In this part, we describe the two GCNs in detail.
Given an input sample xsi from the source domain, we can extract
features of the holistic image and the corresponding local regions
to initialize the corresponding node of the source domain
hs,0intra,k = fk (xsi ). (6)
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Then, we compute the distance of this sample with the feature
distributions of all clusters of the target domain, and obtain the
cluster c with smallest distance. Then, each node of the target
domain is initialized by corresponding feature distribution
ht,0intra,k = µ¯
t
ck . (7)
The initial features are then re-arranged to obtain feature matrix
H0intra ∈ Rn×d
0
intra , where n = 12 is the node number. Then, we
perform graph covolution operation on the input feature matrix to
iteratively propagate and update node features, formulated as
Hlintra = σ (ÂintraHl−1intraWl−1intra ), (8)
By stacking Lintra graph convolution layers, the node messages
are fully explored within the intra-domain graph and the feature
matrix Hintra are obtained. This feature matrix is then used to
initialize the nodes of inter-domain graph
H0inter = Hintra . (9)
And the graph convolution operation is performed to iteratively
update node features
Hlinter = σ (ÂinterHl−1interWl−1inter ), (10)
Similarly, the graph convolution operation is repeated by Linter
times and the final feature matrix H is generated. We concatenate
the features of nodes from the source domain as the final feature
F (xsi ), which is fed into the classifier to predict expression label
and domain discriminator to estimate its domain. The two matrices
Âintra and Âinter are initialized by the prior matrices Aintra and
Ainter and jointly fine-tuned to learn better relationships during
the training process.
Similarly, given a sample from the target domain, the nodes of the
source domain are initialized by the corresponding extracted feature
and those of the target domain are initialized by the corresponding
statistical feature distributions. Then the same process is conducted
to obtain the final feature F (xti ). As it does not have expression
label annotation, it is merely fed into the domain discriminator for
domain estimation.
3.4 Implementation Details
3.4.1 Network architecture. We use ResNet50-variant [18, 57] that
consists of four block layers as the backbone network to extract
features. Given an input image of size 112 × 112, we can obtain
feature maps of 28 × 28 × 128 from the second layer and feature
maps of size 7×7×512 from the fourth layer. For the holistic feature,
we perform a convolution operation to obtain feature maps of size
7 × 7 × 64, which is followed by an average pooling layer to obtain
a 64-dimension vector. For local features, we use MT-CNN [52] to
locate the landmarks and use feature maps from the second layer
with a larger resolution. Specifically, we crop 7×7×64 feature maps
center at the corresponding landmark and use similar convolution
operation and average pooling to obtain a 64-dimension vector for
each region.
The intra-domain GCN consists of two graph convolutional lay-
ers with output channels of 128 and 64, respectively. Thus, the
sizes of parameter matricesW0intra andW
1
intra are 64 × 128 and
128 × 64, respectively. The inter-domain GCN contains merely one
graph convolutional layer and the output channel is also set as 64.
The parameter matrixW0inter is with size of 64 × 64. We perform
ablative studies to analyze the effect of the layer number of the two
GCNs and find setting them as 2 and 1 obtains the best results.
The classifier is simply implemented by a fully-connected layer
that maps the 384-dimension (i.e., 64 × 6) feature vector to seven
scores that indicate the confidence of each expression label. Domain
discriminator is implemented by two fully-connected layers with
ReLU non-linear function, followed by another fully-connected
layer to one score to indicate its domain.
3.4.2 Training details. The AGRA framework is trained with the
objectives of equation 1 and 2 to optimize the feature extractor,
classifier, and domain discriminator. Here, we follow previous do-
main adaptation works [45] to adopt a two-stage training process.
We initialize the parameters of the backbone networks with those
pre-trained on the MS-Celeb-1M [15] dataset and the parameters
of the newly-added layers with the Xavier algorithm [12]. In the
first stage, we train the feature extractor and classifier with the
cross-entropy loss using SGD with an initial learning rate of 0.0001,
a momentum of 0.9, weight decay of 0.0005. It is trained by around
15 epochs. In the second stage, we use the objective loss in equation
1 to train the domain discriminator and the objective loss in equa-
tion 2 to fine-tune the feature extractor and the classifier. It is also
trained using SGD with the same momentum and weight decay as
the first stage. The learning rate for feature extractor and the source
classifier is initialized 0.0001, and it is divided by 10 after about
10 epoch. As the domain discriminator is trained from scratch, we
initialize 0.001 and divide it by 10 when error saturates.
3.4.3 Inference details. Given an input image, we extract holistic
and local images to initialize the corresponding nodes of the target
domain. Then, we compute the distances between the given image
and all the per-class feature distributions of the source domain. We
select the feature distributions with smallest distance to initialize
the nodes of the source domain. After GCN message propagation,
we can obtain its feature and feed it into the classifier to predict
the final score vector.
4 EXPERIMENTS
4.1 Datasets
CK+ [30] is a lab-controlled dataset that mostly used for evaluating
FER. It contains 593 videos from 123 subjects, among which 309
sequences are labeled with six basic expressions based on the Facial
Action Coding System (FACS). We follow previous work [22] to
select the three frames with peak formation from each sequence
and the first frame (neutral face) of each sequence, resulting in
1,236 images for evaluation.
JAFFE [31] is another lab-controlled dataset that contains 213
images from 10 Japanese females. Each person has about 3-4 images
annotated with one of the six basic expressions and 1 image that is
annotated with the neutral expression. This dataset mainly covers
the Asian person and could be used for cross-race evaluation.
FER2013 [14] is a large-scale uncontrolled dataset that automat-
ically collected by Google Image Search API. It contains 35,887
images with a size of 48×48 pixels and each image is annotated
with the seven basic expressions. The dataset is further divided into
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Methods Source sets Backbone CK+ JAFFE SFEW2.0 FER2013 ExpW Mean
Da et al. [8] BOSPHORUS HOG & Gabor filters 57.60 36.2 - - - -
Hasani et al. [16] MMI&FERA&DISFA Inception-ResNet 67.52 - - - - -
Hasani et al. [17] MMI&FERA Inception-ResNet 73.91 - - - - -
Zavarez et al. [50] six datasets VGG-Net 88.58 44.32 - - - -
Mollahosseini et al. [34] six datasets Inception 64.20 - 39.80 34.00 - -
Liu et al. [28] CK+ Manually-designed Net - - 29.43 - - -
DETN [22] RAF-DB Manually-designed Net 78.83 57.75 47.55 52.37 - -
ECAN [24] RAF-DB 2.0 VGG-Net 86.49 61.94 54.34 58.21 - -
CADA [29] RAF-DB ResNet-50 72.09 52.11 53.44 57.61 63.15 59.68
SAFN [46] RAF-DB ResNet-50 75.97 61.03 52.98 55.64 64.91 62.11
SWD [20] RAF-DB ResNet-50 75.19 54.93 52.06 55.84 68.35 61.27
LPL [25] RAF-DB ResNet-50 74.42 53.05 48.85 55.89 66.90 59.82
DETN [21] RAF-DB ResNet-50 78.22 55.89 49.40 52.29 47.58 56.68
ECAN [24] RAF-DB ResNet-50 79.77 57.28 52.29 56.46 47.37 58.63
Ours RAF-DB ResNet-50 85.27 61.50 56.43 58.95 68.50 66.13
Table 1: Accuracies of our proposed framework with current leading methods on the CK+, JAFFE, SFEW2.0, FER2013, and
ExpW datasets. The results of the upper part are taken from the corresponding paper, and the results of the bottom part are
generated by our implementation with exactly the ResNet-50 as backbone and RAF-DB as the source dataset.Work [34] selects
one dataset (i.e., CK+, SFEW2.0 or FER2013) from the CK+, MultiPIE, MMI, DISFA, FERA, SFEW2.0, and FER2013 as the target
domain, and use the rest six datasets as the source domain; Work [50] selects one dataset (i.e., CK+ or JAFFE) from the CK+,
JAFFE, MMI, RaFD, KDEF, BU3DFE and ARFace as the target domain, and the rest six datasets as the source domain.
a training set of 28,709 images, a validation set of 3,589 images, and
a test set of 3,589 images.
SFEW2.0 [9] is also an in-the-wild dataset collected from different
films with spontaneous expressions, various head pose, age range,
occlusions and illuminations. This dataset is divided into train-
ing, validation, and test datasets, with 958, 436, and 372 samples,
respectively.
ExpW [55] is an in-the-wild dataset and its images are downloaded
from Google image search. This dataset contain 91,793 face images
and each image is manually annotated with one of the seven ex-
pressions.
RAF-DB [23] contains 29,672 highly diverse facial images from
thousands of individuals that are also collected from Internet. Among
these, 15,339 images are annotated with seven basic expressions,
which is divided into 12,271 training samples and 3,068 testing sam-
ples for evaluation. As this dataset is large in scale, and it serves
well as the source dataset for cross-domain FER [22]. We also se-
lect this dataset as our source domain and evaluate on the five
above-mentioned datasets.
4.2 Comparisons with state of the art
As shown in Table 1, our approach achieves very competing per-
formance on all datasets compared with current leading methods.
For example, our approach outperforms all current methods on the
SFEW2.0 and FER2013 datasets, while achieving comparable results
with the best-performing ECAN [24] on the JAFFE dataset.
However, current state-of-the-art methods use different back-
bone networks for image feature extraction and different datasets
as the source domain. For example, works [32, 53] use MMI as the
source dataset while works [16, 17] further gather two datasets
(i.e., MMI + JAFFE) as the source domain. These inconsistencies
make the comparisons unfair and it is difficult to tell the effective-
ness of each work. In addition, their backbone networks are also
different, leading to extracted features with different discrimina-
tive abilities. This makes the comparisons even more unfair. To
address these issues, we implement three best-performing meth-
ods according to the corresponding papers i.e., Locality Preserving
Loss (LPL) [25], Deep Emotion Transfer Network (DETN) [21], and
Emotion-Conditional Adaption Network (ECAN) [24]. To ensure
fair comparisons, we use the same backbone network (i.e., ResNet-
50) and source dataset (i.e., RAF-DB). Besides, there exist many
general domain adaptation works, and we also apply some best-
performing ones to cross-domain FER. To this end, we consider
several newly-published works, i.e., Conditional Adversarial Do-
main Adaptation (CADA) [29], Stepwise Adaptive Feature Norm
(SAFN) [46] and Sliced Wasserstein Discrepancy (SWD) [20], and
use the codes released by the authors for implementation. For fair
comparisons, we also replace the backbone with ResNet-50 and the
source dataset with RAF-DB. We evaluate the performance on CK+
[30], JAFFE [31], SFEW2.0 [9], FER2013 [14], and ExpW [55], as
stated in the following.
The results are presented in Table 1. When using the same back-
bone network and source dataset, the proposed AGRA consistently
outperforms all current methods on all the datasets. Specifically, our
AGRA approach obtains the accuracies of 85.27%, 61.50%, 56.43%,
58.95%, 68.50% on the CK+, JAFFE, SFEW2.0, FER2013, ExpW, out-
performing current best-performing methods by 5.5%, 0.47%, 2.99%,
1.34%, and 0.15%, respectively. For a comprehensive comparison, we
average the accuracies of all target datasets to obtain the mean ac-
curacy. As shown, we find that the cross-domain FER methods like
DETN and ECAN perform well for the lab-controlled CK+ dataset,
but it performs quite poor for the more challenging in-the-wild (i.e.,
SFEW2.0, FER2013, and ExpW) and cross-race (JAFFE) settings. In
contrast, general domain adaptation methods further propose to
align features across different domains and can deal better with such
challenging cases. For example, SAFN proposes to progressively
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adapt the feature norms of two domain, which achieves a mean
accuracy of 62.11%. Different from all these methods, the proposed
AGRA approach integrates the graph propagation network with
the adversarial mechanism for holistic-local feature co-adaptation
across different domains to learn more domain-invariant and dis-
criminative features, leading to obvious performance improvement.
In particular, it achieves the mean accuracy of 66.13%, with an
improvement of 4.02%.
4.3 Ablative Study
In this subsection, we conduct ablative studies to discuss and an-
alyze the actual contribution of each component and give a more
thorough understanding of the framework. To ensure fair com-
parison and evaluation, the experiments are conducted with the
same ResNet-50 as the backbone and RAF-DB dataset as the source
domain. We eliminate this information for simple illustrations.
Methods CK+ JAFFE SFEW2.0 FER2013 ExpW Mean
Ours HF 72.09 52.11 53.44 57.61 63.15 59.68
Ours HLF 72.09 56.34 50.23 57.30 64.00 59.99
Ours 85.27 61.50 56.43 58.95 68.50 66.13
Table 2: Accuracies of our approach using holistic features
(HF), concatenating holistic-local features (HLF) and ours
for adaptation on the the CK+, JAFFE, SFEW2.0, FER2013,
and ExpW datasets.
4.3.1 Analysis of holistic-local feature co-adaptation. The core con-
tribution of the proposed framework is the holistic-local feature
co-adaptation module that jointly learns domain-invariant holistic-
local features. To analyze its contribution, we remove this mod-
ule while keeping others unchanged. Thus, it merely uses holistic
features for adaptation (namely Ours HF). As shown in Table 2,
removing this module leads to obvious performance drop on all
datasets. Specifically, the accuracies drop from 85.27% to 72.09% on
CK+, from 61.50% to 52.11%, from 56.43% to 53.44%, from 68.50% to
63.15% on the five dataset, respectively. The mean accuracy drops
from 66.13% to 59.68%, with a decreasing of 6.45%. These obvious
performance drops well demonstrate the contribution of the co-
adaptation module for cross-domain FER. It is also key that we
introduce two stacked GCN holistic-local feature co-adaptation. To
verify its contribution, we remove the two GCN and simply concate-
nate holistic-local features for adaptation (namely Ours HLF). The
results are also presented in Table 2. We find that concatenating
local features can improve the performance, e.g., an improvement
of 0.31% in mean accuracy. However, it still performs much inferior
to our AGRA approach on all five datasets, dropping the mean
accuracy by 6.14%.
Note that we use two stacked GCN, in which an intra-domain
GCN propagate messages within each domain to capture holistic-
local feature interaction and an inter-domain GCN transfer mes-
sages across different domains to ensure domain adaptation. To
demonstrate the effectiveness of this point, we conduct an exper-
iment that uses one single GCN for message propagation within
and across the source and target domains. As shown in Table 3, we
find dramatic performance drops on all the datasets, e.g., decreas-
ing the mean accuracy by 4.64%. This is mainly because message
propagations within each domain and across different domains
Methods CK+ JAFFE SFEW2.0 FER2013 ExpW Mean
Ours intra-GCN 77.52 61.97 55.28 57.95 66.99 63.94
Ours inter-GCN 77.52 57.75 49.77 55.64 66.00 61.34
Ours single GCN 74.42 56.34 52.06 57.33 67.30 61.49
Ours 85.27 61.50 56.43 58.95 68.50 66.13
Table 3: Accuracies of our approach using merely the intra-
domain GCN (Ours intra-GCN), using merely the inter-
domain GCN (Ours inter-GCN), using merely one GCN
(Ours single GCN), and Ours on the CK+, JAFFE, SFEW2.0,
FER2013, and ExpW datasets.
are different, and using merely one GCN cannot model two types
of propagation well. To further analyze the actual contribution
of each GCN, we conduct two more experiments. The first experi-
ment removes the inter-domain GCN and merely performs message
propagation within each domain, while the second one removes the
intra-domain GCN, and message propagation is merely carried out
across different domains. We find that both two experiments show
obvious performance drops, i.e., decreasing the mean accuracy by
2.19% if removing the inter-domain GCN and by 4.79% if removing
the intra-domain GCN, as shown in Table 3.
Methods CK+ JAFFE SFEW2.0 FER2013 ExpW Mean
Ours mean 82.95 52.58 55.96 58.45 65.23 63.03
Ours iter 82.17 58.28 52.98 56.40 68.32 63.63
Ours epoch 80.62 56.81 53.67 55.58 66.59 62.65
Ours 85.27 61.50 56.43 58.95 68.50 66.13
Table 4: Accuracies of our approachwithmean statistical dis-
tribution (Ours mean), per-class statistical distribution up-
dated every each iteration (Ours iter), per-class statistical
distribution updated every ten epochs (Ours epoch), on the
CK+, JAFFE, SFEW2.0, FER2013, and ExpW datasets.
4.3.2 Analysis of the per-class statistical distribution. To ensure
meaningful initializations for nodes of each domain when the in-
put image comes from the other domain, we learn the per-class
statistical feature distribution. Here, we first illustrate the feature
distributions of samples from the lab-controlled CK+ and in-the-
wild SFEW2.0 datasets during different training stages. As shown in
Figure 3, it can be observed that the proposed model can gather the
samples of the same category and from different domains together,
which suggests that it can learn discriminative and domain-variant
features. To quantitatively analyze its contribution, we learn the
dataset-level statistical feature distributions and replace the per-
class statistical feature distributions for node initialization. We find
the mean accuracy drops from 66.13% to 63.03% as shown in Table
4.
As stated above, we learn the per-class statistical distribution by
updating every iteration and re-clustering every ten epochs. To ana-
lyze the effect of the updating mechanism, we conduct experiments
that merely update every iteration or merely re-cluster every ten
epochs, and present the results in Table 4. We find both experiments
exhibit obvious performance drop, i.e., with mean accuracy drops
by 2.50% if using updating every iteration and by 3.48% if using
re-clustering every ten epochs.
4.3.3 Analysis of adjacent matrix. We initialize the two adjacent
matrices of intra-domain and inter-domain graphs by manually
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Figure 3: Illustration of feature distribution learned by our proposed approach at epoch 0, 5, 10, 15, and 20 (from left to right)
on the CK+ (upper) and SFEW2.0 (bottom) datasets.
Methods CK+ JAFFE SFEW2.0 FER2013 ExpW Mean
Ours RM 68.99 50.70 54.36 55.47 67.88 59.48
Ours OM 79.07 57.28 53.90 57.07 66.71 62.81
Ours FM 68.99 47.42 54.13 53.28 56.25 56.01
Ours 85.27 61.50 56.43 58.95 68.50 66.13
Table 5: Accuracies of our approach where the matrices are
initialized with randomly-initialized matrices (Ours RM),
with all-one matrices (Ours OM), with fixed matrices (Ours
FM), and ours on the CK+, JAFFE, SFEW2.0, FER2013, and
ExpW datasets.
defined connection, which can provide prior guidance to regularize
message propagation. In this part, we replace the adjacent matrices
with two randomly-initialized matrices (denoted as Ours RM) and
with two all-ones matrices (denoted as Ours OM) to verify the
effectiveness of this point. We present the results in Table 5. We
observe both experiments show severe performance degradation on
all datasets, i.e., degrading the mean accuracies by 6.65% and 3.32%.
It is noteworthy that the experiment with randomly-initialized
matrices exhibits more obvious performance degradation compared
with the experiment with all-ones matrices. One possible reason is
the randomly-initialized matrices may provide misleading guidance
for message propagation, which further indicates the importance
of the prior adjacent matrices.
To adjust the adjacent matrices to better guide message propa-
gation, the adjacent matrices are also jointly fine-tuned during the
training process. In this part, we verify its effectiveness by fixing
the prior matrices training. We present the results in Table 5. The
mean accuracy drops from 66.13% to 56.01%. This suggests jointly
adjusting the adjacent matrices can learn dataset-specified matrices,
which is crucial to promote cross-domain FER.
4.3.4 Analysis of the GCN iteration numbers. As is known, increas-
ing the layer number of GCN can promote deeper feature interac-
tion, but it may lead to message smoothing and hurt their discrimi-
native ability. Here, we present experimental studies to analyze the
effect of iteration numbers (i.e., Tintra and Tinter ) of both GCNs
on cross-domain FER. To this end, we first fix Tinter as 1 and vary
Tintra Tinter CK+ JAFFE SFEW2.0 FER2013 ExpW Mean
1 1 75.19 52.11 55.28 57.22 67.32 61.42
2 1 85.27 61.50 56.43 58.95 68.50 66.13
3 1 80.62 53.06 50.46 56.82 64.41 61.07
2 2 74.42 54.46 54.59 58.31 66.94 61.74
2 3 79.07 49.77 51.61 56.85 67.14 60.89
Table 6: Accuracies of our approach with different iteration
numbers for the intra-domain GCN and inter-domain GCN
on the CK+, JAFFE, SFEW2.0, FER2013, and ExpW datasets.
Tintra from 1 to 3. As shown in Table 6, it can boost the perfor-
mance by increasing Tintra from 1 to 2, but leads to performance
drop when further increasing it to 3. Thus, we set the layer number
of the intra-domain GCN as 2, and conduct an experiment that
varies Tinter from 1 to 3. We find setting T2 as 1 obtains the best
performance and increasing it suffers from performance degrada-
tion as depicted in Table 6. Thus, we set Tintra as 2 and Tinter as 1
for all the experiments.
5 CONCLUSION
In this work, we develop a novel Adversarial Graph Representation
Adaptation framework that integrates graph propagation mech-
anism with adversarial learning for holistic-local representation
co-adaptation across different domains. We also explore learning
per-class statistical distributions, which are used to initialize the
graph nodes to help capture interactions between two domains. In
the experiments, we perform extensive and fair experiments, where
all methods use the same backbone network and source dataset, to
demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed framework.
6 ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
This work was supported in part by the National Key Research and
Development Program of China under Grant No. 2018YFC0830103,
in part by National Natural Science Foundation of China (NSFC)
under Grant No. 61876045 and 61836012, and in part by Zhujiang
Science and Technology New Star Project of Guangzhou under
Grant No. 201906010057.
Adversarial Graph Representation Adaptation for Cross-Domain Facial Expression Recognition MM ’20, October 12–16, 2020, Seattle, WA, USA
REFERENCES
[1] Riquan Chen, Tianshui Chen, Xiaolu Hui, Hefeng Wu, Guanbin Li, and Liang Lin.
2020. Knowledge Graph Transfer Network for Few-Shot Recognition. In AAAI
Conference on Artificial Intelligence.
[2] Tianshui Chen, Liang Lin, Riquan Chen, Yang Wu, and Xiaonan Luo. 2018.
Knowledge-Embedded Representation Learning for Fine-Grained Image Recogni-
tion. In Proc. of International Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence. 627–634.
[3] Tianshui Chen, Muxin Xu, Xiaolu Hui, HefengWu, and Liang Lin. 2019. Learning
Semantic-Specific Graph Representation for Multi-Label Image Recognition. In
Proceedings of the IEEE International Conference on Computer Vision. 522–531.
[4] Tianshui Chen, Weihao Yu, Riquan Chen, and Liang Lin. 2019. Knowledge-
Embedded Routing Network for Scene Graph Generation. In Proceedings of IEEE
Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR). 6163–6171.
[5] Zhao-Min Chen, Xiu-Shen Wei, Peng Wang, and Yanwen Guo. [n.d.]. Multi-Label
Image Recognition With Graph Convolutional Networks. In IEEE Conference on
Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, CVPR 2019, Long Beach, CA, USA, June
16-20, 2019. 5177–5186.
[6] Wen-Sheng Chu, Fernando De la Torre, and Jeffrey F Cohn. 2016. Selective
transfer machine for personalized facial expression analysis. IEEE transactions
on Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelligence 39, 3 (2016), 529–545.
[7] Chloé Clavel, Ioana Vasilescu, Laurence Devillers, Gaël Richard, and Thibaut
Ehrette. 2008. Fear-type emotion recognition for future audio-based surveillance
systems. Speech Communication 50, 6 (2008), 487–503.
[8] Flávio Altinier Maximiano da Silva and Helio Pedrini. 2015. Effects of cultural
characteristics on building an emotion classifier through facial expression analy-
sis. Journal of Electronic Imaging 24, 2 (2015), 023015.
[9] Abhinav Dhall, Roland Goecke, Simon Lucey, and Tom Gedeon. 2011. Static
facial expression analysis in tough conditions: Data, evaluation protocol and
benchmark. In IEEE International Conference on Computer Vision Workshops. IEEE,
2106–2112.
[10] Jane Edwards, Henry J Jackson, and Philippa E Pattison. 2002. Emotion recogni-
tion via facial expression and affective prosody in schizophrenia: amethodological
review. Clinical psychology review 22, 6 (2002), 789–832.
[11] Nickolaos Fragopanagos and John G Taylor. 2005. Emotion recognition in human–
computer interaction. Neural Networks 18, 4 (2005), 389–405.
[12] Xavier Glorot and Yoshua Bengio. 2010. Understanding the difficulty of training
deep feedforward neural networks. In Proceedings of the thirteenth international
conference on artificial intelligence and statistics. 249–256.
[13] Ian Goodfellow, Jean Pouget-Abadie, Mehdi Mirza, Bing Xu, David Warde-Farley,
Sherjil Ozair, Aaron Courville, and Yoshua Bengio. 2014. Generative adversarial
nets. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems. 2672–2680.
[14] Ian J Goodfellow, Dumitru Erhan, Pierre Luc Carrier, Aaron Courville, Mehdi
Mirza, Ben Hamner, Will Cukierski, Yichuan Tang, David Thaler, Dong-Hyun
Lee, et al. 2015. Challenges in representation learning: A report on three machine
learning contests. Neural Networks 64 (2015), 59–63.
[15] Yandong Guo, Lei Zhang, Yuxiao Hu, Xiaodong He, and Jianfeng Gao. 2016. Ms-
celeb-1m: A dataset and benchmark for large-scale face recognition. In European
Conference on Computer Vision. Springer, 87–102.
[16] Behzad Hasani and Mohammad H Mahoor. 2017. Facial expression recognition
using enhanced deep 3D convolutional neural networks. In IEEE Conference on
Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition Workshops. 30–40.
[17] Behzad Hasani and Mohammad H Mahoor. 2017. Spatio-temporal facial expres-
sion recognition using convolutional neural networks and conditional random
fields. In IEEE International Conference on Automatic Face & Gesture Recognition.
IEEE, 790–795.
[18] Kaiming He, Xiangyu Zhang, Shaoqing Ren, and Jian Sun. 2016. Deep residual
learning for image recognition. In IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition. 770–778.
[19] Thomas N Kipf and MaxWelling. 2016. Semi-supervised classification with graph
convolutional networks. arXiv preprint arXiv:1609.02907 (2016).
[20] Chen-Yu Lee, Tanmay Batra, Mohammad Haris Baig, and Daniel Ulbricht. 2019.
Sliced wasserstein discrepancy for unsupervised domain adaptation. In Proceed-
ings of the IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition. 10285–
10295.
[21] Shan Li and Weihong Deng. 2018. Deep emotion transfer network for cross-
database facial expression recognition. In 2018 24th International Conference on
Pattern Recognition (ICPR). IEEE, 3092–3099.
[22] Shan Li and Weihong Deng. 2018. Deep facial expression recognition: A survey.
arXiv preprint arXiv:1804.08348 (2018).
[23] Shan Li and Weihong Deng. 2018. Reliable crowdsourcing and deep locality-
preserving learning for unconstrained facial expression recognition. IEEE Trans-
actions on Image Processing 28, 1 (2018), 356–370.
[24] Shan Li and Weihong Deng. 2020. A Deeper Look at Facial Expression Dataset
Bias. IEEE Transactions on Affective Computing (2020).
[25] Shan Li, Weihong Deng, and JunPing Du. 2017. Reliable crowdsourcing and
deep locality-preserving learning for expression recognition in the wild. In IEEE
Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition. 2852–2861.
[26] Yujia Li, Daniel Tarlow, Marc Brockschmidt, and Richard Zemel. 2015. Gated
graph sequence neural networks. arXiv preprint arXiv:1511.05493 (2015).
[27] Lingbo Liu, Guanbin Li, Yuan Xie, Yizhou Yu, Qing Wang, and Liang Lin. 2019.
Facial landmark machines: A backbone-branches architecture with progressive
representation learning. IEEE Transactions on Multimedia 21, 9 (2019), 2248–2262.
[28] Mengyi Liu, Shaoxin Li, Shiguang Shan, and Xilin Chen. 2015. Au-inspired deep
networks for facial expression feature learning. Neurocomputing 159 (2015),
126–136.
[29] Mingsheng Long, Zhangjie Cao, Jianmin Wang, and Michael I Jordan. 2018.
Conditional adversarial domain adaptation. In Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems. 1640–1650.
[30] Patrick Lucey, Jeffrey F Cohn, Takeo Kanade, Jason Saragih, Zara Ambadar,
and Iain Matthews. 2010. The extended cohn-kanade dataset (ck+): A complete
dataset for action unit and emotion-specified expression. In IEEE Computer Society
Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition-Workshops. IEEE, 94–101.
[31] Michael Lyons, Shigeru Akamatsu, Miyuki Kamachi, and Jiro Gyoba. 1998. Cod-
ing facial expressions with gabor wavelets. In IEEE International Conference on
Automatic Face and Gesture Recognition. IEEE, 200–205.
[32] Christoph Mayer, Martin Eggers, and Bernd Radig. 2014. Cross-database evalua-
tion for facial expression recognition. Pattern Recognition and Image Analysis 24,
1 (2014), 124–132.
[33] Yun-Qian Miao, Rodrigo Araujo, and Mohamed S Kamel. 2012. Cross-domain
facial expression recognition using supervised kernel mean matching. In Interna-
tional Conference on Machine Learning and Applications, Vol. 2. IEEE, 326–332.
[34] Ali Mollahosseini, David Chan, and Mohammad H Mahoor. 2016. Going deeper
in facial expression recognition using deep neural networks. In IEEE Winter
Conference on Applications of Computer Vision. IEEE, 1–10.
[35] Enver Sangineto, Gloria Zen, Elisa Ricci, and Nicu Sebe. 2014. We are not all equal:
Personalizing models for facial expression analysis with transductive parameter
transfer. In ACM international conference on Multimedia. ACM, 357–366.
[36] Sonali T Saste and SM Jagdale. 2017. Emotion recognition from speech using
MFCC and DWT for security system. In International Conference of Electronics,
Communication and Aerospace Technology, Vol. 1. IEEE, 701–704.
[37] Eric Tzeng, Judy Hoffman, Kate Saenko, and Trevor Darrell. 2017. Adversarial
discriminative domain adaptation. In IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and
Pattern Recognition. 7167–7176.
[38] Michel Valstar and Maja Pantic. 2010. Induced disgust, happiness and surprise: an
addition to the mmi facial expression database. In Intern. Workshop on EMOTION
(satellite of LREC): Corpora for Research on Emotion and Affect. Paris, France, 65.
[39] Jindong Wang, Yiqiang Chen, Lisha Hu, Xiaohui Peng, and S Yu Philip. 2018.
Stratified transfer learning for cross-domain activity recognition. In 2018 IEEE
International Conference on Pervasive Computing and Communications (PerCom).
IEEE, 1–10.
[40] Mei Wang and Weihong Deng. 2018. Deep visual domain adaptation: A survey.
Neurocomputing 312 (2018), 135–153.
[41] Xiaoqing Wang, Xiangjun Wang, and Yubo Ni. 2018. Unsupervised domain adap-
tation for facial expression recognition using generative adversarial networks.
Computational intelligence and neuroscience 2018 (2018).
[42] Xiaolong Wang, Yufei Ye, and Abhinav Gupta. 2018. Zero-shot recognition via
semantic embeddings and knowledge graphs. In Proceedings of the IEEE conference
on computer vision and pattern recognition. 6857–6866.
[43] Zhouxia Wang, Tianshui Chen, Jimmy Ren, Weihao Yu, Hui Cheng, and Liang
Lin. 2018. Deep Reasoning with Knowledge Graph for Social Relationship Under-
standing. In Proceedings of International Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence
(IJCAI). 2021–2018.
[44] Xiaofan Wei, Huibin Li, Jian Sun, and Liming Chen. 2018. Unsupervised do-
main adaptation with regularized optimal transport for multimodal 2d+ 3d facial
expression recognition. In IEEE International Conference on Automatic Face &
Gesture Recognition. IEEE, 31–37.
[45] Jun Wen, Risheng Liu, Nenggan Zheng, Qian Zheng, Zhefeng Gong, and Junsong
Yuan. 2019. Exploiting local feature patterns for unsupervised domain adaptation.
In AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, Vol. 33. 5401–5408.
[46] Ruijia Xu, Guanbin Li, Jihan Yang, and Liang Lin. 2019. Larger Norm More
Transferable: An Adaptive Feature Norm Approach for Unsupervised Domain
Adaptation. In Proceedings of the IEEE International Conference on Computer Vision.
1426–1435.
[47] Haibin Yan. 2016. Transfer subspace learning for cross-dataset facial expression
recognition. Neurocomputing 208 (2016), 165–173.
[48] Keyu Yan,Wenming Zheng, Zhen Cui, and Yuan Zong. 2016. Cross-database facial
expression recognition via unsupervised domain adaptive dictionary learning. In
International Conference on Neural Information Processing. Springer, 427–434.
[49] Keyu Yan, Wenming Zheng, Tong Zhang, Yuan Zong, Chuangao Tang, Cheng
Lu, and Zhen Cui. 2019. Cross-Domain Facial Expression Recognition Based on
Transductive Deep Transfer Learning. IEEE Access 7 (2019), 108906–108915.
[50] Marcus Vinicius Zavarez, Rodrigo F Berriel, and Thiago Oliveira-Santos. 2017.
Cross-database facial expression recognition based on fine-tuned deep convolu-
tional network. In SIBGRAPI Conference on Graphics, Patterns and Images. IEEE,
405–412.
MM ’20, October 12–16, 2020, Seattle, WA, USA Yuan Xie, et al.
[51] Jiabei Zeng, Shiguang Shan, and Xilin Chen. 2018. Facial Expression Recognition
with Inconsistently Annotated Datasets. In The European Conference on Computer
Vision.
[52] Kaipeng Zhang, Zhanpeng Zhang, Zhifeng Li, and Yu Qiao. 2016. Joint face
detection and alignment using multitask cascaded convolutional networks. IEEE
Signal Processing Letters 23, 10 (2016), 1499–1503.
[53] Xiao Zhang, Mohammad H Mahoor, and S Mohammad Mavadati. 2015. Facial
expression recognition using flg fpg-norm mkl multiclass-svm. Machine Vision
and Applications 26, 4 (2015), 467–483.
[54] Zhanpeng Zhang, Ping Luo, Chen-Change Loy, and Xiaoou Tang. 2015. Learn-
ing social relation traits from face images. In IEEE International Conference on
Computer Vision. 3631–3639.
[55] Zhanpeng Zhang, Ping Luo, Chen Change Loy, and Xiaoou Tang. 2018. From
facial expression recognition to interpersonal relation prediction. International
Journal of Computer Vision 126, 5 (2018), 550–569.
[56] Guoying Zhao, Xiaohua Huang, Matti Taini, Stan Z Li, and Matti PietikäInen.
2011. Facial expression recognition from near-infrared videos. Image and Vision
Computing 29, 9 (2011), 607–619.
[57] Jian Zhao, Jianshu Li, Xiaoguang Tu, Fang Zhao, Yuan Xin, Junliang Xing,
Hengzhu Liu, Shuicheng Yan, and Jiashi Feng. 2019. Multi-Prototype Networks
for Unconstrained Set-based Face Recognition. In International Joint Conferences
on Artificial Intelligence.
[58] Wenming Zheng, Yuan Zong, Xiaoyan Zhou, and Minghai Xin. 2016. Cross-
domain color facial expression recognition using transductive transfer subspace
learning. IEEE transactions on Affective Computing 9, 1 (2016), 21–37.
[59] Ronghang Zhu, Gaoli Sang, and Qijun Zhao. 2016. Discriminative feature adap-
tation for cross-domain facial expression recognition. In International Conference
on Biometrics. IEEE, 1–7.
[60] Yuan Zong, Wenming Zheng, Xiaohua Huang, Jingang Shi, Zhen Cui, and Guoy-
ing Zhao. 2018. Domain regeneration for cross-database micro-expression recog-
nition. IEEE Transactions on Image Processing 27, 5 (2018), 2484–2498.
